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REMARKS 



The application is believed to distinguish over the art 
of record based on the following. 

On February 7, 2006 applicant's representative met with 
Examiner Gauthier for an Examiner interview. A copy of the 
interview summary is submitted herewith. 

As agreed at the interview and as noted in the 
interview summary, claim 19 most clearly recites the invention 
and the finality of the rejection should be withdrawn based on at 
least claim 19 distinguishing over the proposed combination of 
references as set forth below. 

As further agreed at the interview, independent claims 
1, 7 and 13 are amended along the lines of claim 19 to clarify 
that the single switching member is used to switch between the 
first display data and the second display data on the display 
device, and as further agreed such amendment would be entered. 

Applicant was accordingly surprised to receive an 
Advisory Action on March 28, 2006 stating that the amendments now 
raise new issues without explanation of what the new issues are, 
since the claims merely clarify the invention and do not raise 
new issues . 

In a telephone interview with Examiner Gauthier on 
March 29, 2006, it was agreed that the Advisory Action was 
inadvertently sent and that upon resubmission of an amendment 
after final, the Examiner would enter the amendment and either 



10 



Docket No. 8040-1027 
Appln. No. 09/986,055 

allow the application or send out another Official Action based 
on any new art that the Examiner might find. 

Accordingly, the remarks presented in the unentered 
amendment of March 8, 2006 are reproduced below. 

Claims 1-19 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1-19 were rejected over KAMA DA et al . 6,192,258 
in view of SINGH 6,389,278 and claim 19 was also rejected over 
YOSHII et al. 6,711,620 in view of SINGH. These rejections are 
respectfully traversed . 

As set forth at the interview, the present invention 
relates to a mobile terminal. As seen in Figure 5 of the present 
application (reproduced below), the mobile terminal includes a 
single switch (6d) that enables the mobile terminal to switch 
between a browser mode and an e-mail mode. 
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FIG. 5 
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For example, if the mobile terminal is operating in the 
browser mode and the user wishes to send an e-mail, the user 
pushes button 6d to switch from browser mode to e-mail mode. The 
user then pushes the same button 6d to switch back from e-mail 
mode to browser mode. 

Independent claims 1, 7, 13 and 19 recite a single 
switch (or switching member) to switch between displaying a first 
display data (in the browser mode) and a second display data (in 
the e-mail mode) . 

The position set forth in the Official Action is that 
neither YAMADA nor YOSHII teach a single switch (switching 
member) for switching between a browser controller and an e-mail 
controller. Figure 1A and column 25-36 of SINGH are offered for 
this teaching. 

However, as pointed out at the interview, SINGH does 
not teach that for which it is offered. 

The above-noted passage refers to controller 120. This 
passage describes controller 120 as systems, methods and/or 
computer program products for controlling various devices, but 
does not teach anything about switching between devices. 

Although during patent examination, claims are given 
their broadest reasonable interpretation, nevertheless, the 
broadest reasonable interpretation must be consistent with the 
interpretation that one of ordinary skill in the art would reach. 
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Applicant asserts that the systems, methods and/or 
computer program products of SINGH would not meet the limitation 
of the switch or switch member, as one of ordinary skill in the 
art would interpret these terms. 

Moreover, the above-noted passage of SINGH teaches that 
the controller 120 controls one of a plurality of devices/systems 
such as a fax 108, a phone 104 and including an e-mail system 110 
and a web browser 112. Thus, the controller is able to control 
the devices, when the devices are running. SINGH does not teach 
switching between these devices/systems upon activation of a 
single switch as recited. 

Accordingly, SINGH meets neither the limitations of the 
recited element nor the function of such element. Thus, neither 
the combination of KAMA DA and SINGH nor the combination of YOSHII 
and SINGH would have been sufficient to render the present claims 
prima facie obvious. 

In view of the present amendment and the foregoing 
remarks, it is believed that the present application has been 
placed in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and allowance 
are respectfully requested. 

As agreed at the interview, arguments as presented 
above are believed sufficient to remove the finality of the 
Official Action and the same is respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
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overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 

Respectfully submitted, 

YOUNG & THOMPSON 

y 




Liam McDowell, Reg. No. 4 4,231 
745 South 23 rd Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 
(703) 979-4709 
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nterview Summary S 



Application No. 

09/986,055 



Examiner 

Gerald Gauthier. 



Applicant(s) 

MOR1SHIMA, MASAAKI 



Art Unit 

2645 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

(1) Gerald Gauthier (3) . 

12) Liam J. McDowell . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 07 February 2006 . 

"Type: a)D Telephonic Video Conference 

c)£3 Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)IEI applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)Q No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1.7.13 and 19 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Singh . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)£3 was reached. g)D was not reached. h)D N/A. 

Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: The examiner aggrees to remove the finality of the action and the applicant 
representative wil amend the claims to recite the invention clearer . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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